and political disturbances' (Tanner et al. 2015, pg. 23 As resilience is not directly observable, it must be inferred from the measurement of items that can 60 be observed, whether they are objective indicators about, for example, the presence of flood 61 defences, or the subjective opinions of respondents about the adequacy of such defences in 62 protecting them against shocks and stressors. As such, resilience is a latent variable and, with a 63 broad range of definitions in existence, quantitative measurement of resilience therefore poses a 64 significant challenge. Numerous methodologies and frameworks have been designed to date, each 65 subtly different but often sharing a core set of methodological steps. Firstly the concept of resilience 66 is usually broken down into multiple capacities that are deemed relevant, often through a 67 combination of local consultative exercises, external elicitation and expert judgement. The capacities 68 are then assigned proxy indicators as measures, data on which are collected via surveys or accessed 69 through secondary databases. Often these indicators are objective, i.e., they are observable 70 characteristics of the external environments in which people live, covering items such as income, 71 social networks, infrastructure and resource access (FAO 2016; FAO 2015; Barrett 2015 and in many ways subjectivity and objectivity can be conceptualised along a spectrum rather than as 89 distinct binary classifications. However there are two key features of subjective measures that tend 90 to distinguish them from objective measures. The first is that subjective measures seek to evaluate a 91 personal perception, evaluation or opinion of a topic. The answer format could be qualitative (for 92 example, free form speech) or structured (for example, using a Likert scale to rate agreement). This 93 contrasts with objective measures, which rely heavily on the use of indicators that are externally 94 verifiable. Importantly, subjectivity is not necessarily the same as asking for a self-report. For 95 example, "How many children do you have?" is a self-report question, but wouldn't typically be 96 considered as subjective in nature. It asks for an objectively verifiable quantity, rather than an 97 opinion or perception, even though there may be some degree of subjectivity in the answer 98 provided. The second distinguishing feature of subjective questions is the topic itself. Some topics 99 are inherently subjective, for example happiness, whereas others may be measured objectively and 100 subjectively, for example measuring stress severity through number of sick days taken or through 101 subjective ratings of stress levels (Rammstedt 2009 Nguyen & James (2013) ask respondents the extent to which they agree with statements such as "I 111 am confident that my household has enough rice to eat during the flood season" and "I am 112 confident that the health of my family members will not be negatively affected during the floods". 113 114
The second application of subjective measures is to investigate the psycho-social characteristics of 115 individuals as resilience capacities, and their relationship to overall resilience, as illustrated in Figure  116 1 In order to develop a measure of this 'gap', the questions must consider three components: the 253 subjective rating, the circumstances, and the outcome. For the subjective rating, respondents are 254 asked for their opinion about/confidence in their current perceived resilience capacities. This is 255 asked with respect to a circumstance, which in Figure 2 's example is heavy flooding. Finally the 256 question must contain a resilience outcome about which the subjective perception is asked. In the 257 case of Figure 2 this is full recovery from flood damage within 6 months. The rating element of the 258 question can easily be made consistent across all questions using well-tested Likert scale formats. 259
Moreover, the circumstance element of each question can be tailored to local situations using 260 information on past experience of shocks and stressors, possibly combined with climatic model data. 261
Crucially, it is the nature of the resilience outcome that will influence the cross-cultural 262 comparability of subjective measures of resilience levels. Researchers now need to consider 263 whether the resilience outcome of interest should be community-derived, generalised or 264 individually-derived. 265 266
267
Figure 2 -Deconstructing subjective resilience appraisals in to a subjective rating, a circumstance, 268 and a resilience outcome 269 270
Here we present and briefly discuss these three options for the design of resilience outcomes within 271 subjective resilience level questions. It is too early to suggest which type(s) hold the most promise 272 for cross-cultural comparability. However our intention is to spark discussion around which 273 
